This article offers an analysis of the objective and substance of Norway's readmission agreements in light of European Union readmission policies. It explores how readmission policy developments on the EU level also impact Norway's practice, and argues that EU practice influences Norway's work on readmission in three important ways. First, as part of a preventative strategic policy, Norway seeks to conclude readmission agreements with countries with which EU readmission agreements (EURA) exist. Second, EU visa facilitation agreements that are paired with EURAs form an indirect link between EU and Norwegian readmission agreements. Third, Norway uses the EURA-format as a basis for negotiations even with countries where no EURA exists.
Introduction
Readmission agreements are one of the oldest instruments used by states to control migratory flows, and are increasingly used to combat irregular migration within both the European Union (EU) and Norway.1 The 'Stockholm Programme' , which establishes the EU's priorities in the Area of Freedom, Security and Justice for the period 2010-2014, specifically provides that 'an effective and sustainable return policy is an essential element of a well-managed migration system within the Union' .2 EU readmission agreements (EURAs) have been described as 'essential tools' in the 'fight against immigration' .3 Concluding bilateral readmission agreements with third countries is also among Norway's top priorities.4 While it is not a member of the European Union, Norway strives to harmonize its migration policies to match those of the EU and its member states.5 Today, it seeks close cooperation with the EU on almost all matters of immigration and asylum, and has prioritized close dialogue with the EU Commission with regard to the conclusion of readmission agreements. the EURAs, this article aims to offer a first academic analysis of Norway's readmission policy. The first introductory part of this article provides a brief overview of Norway's relationship with the EU with regard to migration issues in general, and return and readmission in particular. The article continues with an elaboration of EU and Norwegian target countries, as well as an exploration of how readmission agreements concluded on an EU-level influence Norwegian readmission agreements. Part three of this article concerns the negotiation of readmission agreements, and, in view of EU developments, examines particularly how, and to what extent, readmission is integrated into Norwegian foreign policies.
Return and Readmission: Norway's Schengen and EU Relationships
While Norway, as a non-EU member, is only indirectly7 linked to the Common European Asylum System (CEAS),8 the Schengen agreement establishes one of the strongest links between Norway and the EU structure. The Schengen cooperation ensures freedom of movement on European territory and a joint responsibility for guarding external borders. Norway participates at all consultation levels in the Schengen 'Mixed Committee': working parties, Strategic Committee of Immigration, Frontiers and Asylum (SCIFA), and permanent representatives (COREPER).9 When Norway and other associated states (Iceland and Switzerland) participate in the Mixed Committee, they have full participation and speaking rights, but no voting rights. Through the Schengen cooperation, Norway is also formally bound by many of the EU's return policies. The Directive on Return, setting out common rules and procedures to be applied in EU member states and related Schengen countries for returning irregular third-country nationals and adopted by the EU in late 2008, is one example. It was adopted by the Norwegian Parliament This focus is also maintained in the 2013 Political Platform of the newly elected Government formed by the Conservative Party and the Progress Party.20
The conclusion of readmission agreements essentially aims to influence the migration flows both to and from Norway. Here, as well as in the EU, such agreements intend to reduce irregular presence (by increasing the number of returns), and discourage future irregular migration (by sending a clear signal to individuals without protection needs that they might be returned when their asylum applications are rejected aimed at improving the cooperation between administrations, and can only be used after a return decision has been made in accordance with the guarantees inter alia set out by the Directive on Return. Although Article 23 of the Schengen Convention explicitly refers to readmission agreements and provides that aliens must be expelled from the territory of the contracting party in which they were apprehended, the European Council concluded in March 2000 that readmission agreements were not Schengenrelevant.22 Rather, EU readmission agreements have been considered to fall under the EU's external policies. The associated Schengen countries (Norway, Iceland, Switzerland and Lichtenstein) are not parties to the EU's foreign policy and do not as such officially participate in the negotiation of EU readmission agreements. As this article will suggest, however, the EU's work on readmission has a considerable impact also on Norway's readmission practice.
After it was decided that EU readmission agreements23 would not form part of the Schengen acquis, the European Commission, authorized to enter into readmission agreements on behalf of EU member states,24 included in all its EURAs a joint declaration which encourages countries with which it signs agreements to enter into corresponding agreements with the associated Schengen countries, including Norway. The Norwegian government has also made clear that it wishes to rely on the readmission agreements concluded by the EU and to negotiate similar agreements with countries with which the EU already has concluded EURAs. Several outside observers have nevertheless expressed concern about the top-down approach when it comes to Norway's Schengen participation, and its increasing involvement in European asylum initiatives such as EMN and EASO. Eriksen has argued that the government's and administration's role is strengthened on behalf of the Norwegian Parliament.28 Sejersted and Vevstad have similarly pointed out that Norway's relationship to the EU's Justice and Home Affairs, which subsumes Schengen, is characterized by frequent change, legal complexity and, often, a lack of public debate.29 Amid a development in which it is increasingly unclear which processes are Schengen-relevant and which are not -EU readmission practice being a case in point -Norway is formally excluded from some decision-making developments, yet often chooses to align itself with broader EU policies. As this article will show, the EU has begun to construct policy packages not confined to one policy area alone, and the Schengen cooperation becomes only one part of the package. This development has proven to be particularly challenging for associated states such as Norway.30 
3.2
Target Countries Norway's first readmission agreement in modern time was signed with the Federal Republic of Germany in 1955. This was followed by a readmission clause embedded in the 1990 visa facilitation agreement with the Czech Republic. Norway's initial agreements and negotiations were largely ad hoc in nature, and it was only with the agreement with Romania, signed in 2002, that a comprehensive and result-oriented readmission policy began to materialize.31 In 2005 alone, Norway entered into six readmission agreements, bringing the total number of readmission agreements, or other agreements containing a readmission clause, to 16 countries.32 This number has increased to 30 in 2013, the most recent of which are with Tanzania, Georgia and Ethiopia.33 For an overview of the countries with which Norway has concluded readmission agreements, see Table 1 .
Although the European Union has mostly targeted transit countries situated close to the EU's external borders, its first EURA was concluded with Hong Kong in 2002. A total of seven EURAs were signed in 2007, and, by early 2014, the EU had concluded agreements with 16 countries. With the exception of Macao, Pakistan, Cape Verde and Turkey, as Table 1 shows, all of these countries have concluded readmission agreements also with Norway. While many of these agreements are similar in scope and content to the standard EURA, as Section 2.4 will explain, some of Norway's agreements with these countries were signed or negotiated before the existence of a EURA.
Norway's and the EU's common interests are evidenced in the partial overlap of target countries.34 Norway's focus has in recent years lain steadily on approximately 20 states, including Algeria, Angola, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), Djibouti, Eritrea, Ghana, Guinea, Kazakhstan, Kirgizstan, Liberia, Macao, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Nigeria, Pakistan, Somalia, Turkey, and Uzbekistan.35 Of these, EURAs already exist with Pakistan, Macao, and Turkey, while the European Commission is currently 31 Interview JD (12 September 2013). All interviews referred to in this article were confidential. negotiating with Azerbaijan and Morocco, and attempting to formally commence negotiations with China and Algeria.36 As for Turkey, Norway's Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) has previously stated that as soon as the Turkish EURA is concluded, it will 'immediately' follow up and initiate negotiations for a corresponding agreement.37 Such statements have previously been put forward also with regard to Pakistan, but no Norwegian agreement with Pakistan exists to date. However, Norway seeks to conclude readmission agreements with all states with which it has a 'migration relation' , and as the above listing also shows, it aims to also conclude agreements with countries where no EURA or negotiating directive exists.38 Countries are selected on the basis of the number of returns from Norway; which countries it is facing challenges with when it comes to readmitting individuals; and an evaluation of which countries it expects that a readmission agreement would facilitate return to.39 Norway's focus on concluding readmission agreements with countries in the Horn of Africa is an example of this; an agreement with Ethiopia was recently concluded and Somalia/Somaliland, Djibouti and Eritrea are amongst its top priorities. None of these countries have been explicitly prioritized on the EU-level, although, as we shall see in Section 3.4, the EU included Ethiopia in its Global Approach to Migration and Mobility (GAMM). mandates.42 Among the issues was a fear that EU negotiations with certain third states with which specific EU member states already had functioning bilateral readmission agreements (case in point: Afghanistan) would have the potential of creating more problems than they would solve. At present there is somewhat of an impasse within the EU as to the form of future EURAs, and the European Commission has suggested that readmission agreements should no longer be devised in a stand-alone fashion, but rather be a part of a coherent package. Such a package would include other incentives such as various visa related policy tools, financial assistance, and elements of the Global Approach to Migration 'toolbox' .43 These issues and their implications for Norway are discussed further in Section 3. That said, the already existing EURAs have a tangible impact on Norway's readmission policies, and it is to this topic that we now turn.
3.3
The Joint Declaration Concerning (Iceland and) Norway As previously mentioned, the European Commission has been mandated to enter into readmission agreements with third countries on behalf of EU member states. Norway is not a part of this arrangement, but the Commission asks third countries with which it enters into agreements to also enter into similar readmission agreements with Norway.44 All EURAs therefore contain a standard joint declaration stating that it would be 'appropriate' for Iceland and/or Norway to conclude a bilateral readmission agreement with the third country concerned. The Joint Declaration Concerning Iceland and Norway specifically provides that:
The Contracting Parties take note of the close relationship between the European Community and Iceland and Norway, particularly by virtue of the Agreement of 18 May 1999 concerning the association of these countries with the implementation, application and development of the Schengen acquis. In such circumstances it is appropriate that [. The EURAs appear to have influenced Norwegian readmission practice in three important ways. First, and as Section 3.2 will show, many of the EURAs are linked to visa facilitation agreements. In contrast to the EURAs, these visa facilitation agreements are considered Schengen-relevant. This essentially means that Norway, to ensure harmony in the Schengen-system, is under an obligation to enter into similar visa facilitation agreements. In concluding such agreements, it is clearly in Norway's interest to also conclude interlinked readmission agreements. Thus, through the EU's visa facilitation agreements, Norway is closely, albeit indirectly, associated to the EURAs. Second, Norwegian fear persists of receiving considerable asylum flows from countries where a EURA, but no Norwegian readmission agreement, is in place. Authorities, dreading augmented pressure on the Norwegian asylum system, actively seek to use the EURA declaration.47 Even though most of the countries with which there exists a EURA were not initially strategically important to Norway, it aims to conclude readmission agreements with these countries as a preventative strategic policy in order to pre-empt future problems.48 In the words of one informant, these agreements are simply 'bonus agreements' in addition to the more 'important' agreements which are grounded in more immediate Norwegian concerns.49 This relates to the third reason for Norway to enter into corresponding agreements: while Norway's conclusion of many of these agreements can not necessarily be seen as a response to any particular Norwegian 
While Norway began its negotiations with Georgia long before the EU, due to a prolonged Norwegian-Georgian stalemate concerning the format of one specific wording, the EU caught up and Norway ended up concluding its agreement one year after the conclusion of the EURA.52 As for Azerbaijan, Norway faced considerable difficulties initiating negotiations, but these were eased once the EU began its negotiations, and both agreements are expected to be concluded shortly. Equally, once the EURA with Russia was in place, Norway's lengthy negotiations with Russia were facilitated and a corresponding agreement was concluded within a year.53 Norway's agreement with Ukraine was also concluded within a year of the EURA, its agreements with Serbia and Montenegro within two, Albania within three, and Hong Kong within four. As we will see below, all of these agreements with the exception of Georgia are strikingly similar to their corresponding EURAs.
3.4
Norwegian Readmission Agreements: Clear EURA Influence While it is clear that Norway has concluded readmission agreements with 12 of the 15 countries with which the EU has a EURA, its agreements with Sri Lanka, Moldova, Armenia, Macedonia and Bosnia and Herzegovina were concluded 50 Interview before EURAs existed with these countries. With the exception of Georgia, where Norwegian negotiations began before the Commission's negotiations, all of Norway's agreements that were concluded with third states after the conclusion of a EURA (i.e. Ukraine, Russia, Serbia, Montenegro, Albania and Hong Kong) essentially follow the structure and content laid out in the corresponding EURA. The European Commission strives to conclude uniform readmission agreements, and the fact that most of the EURAs are identically structured indicates that it to a large extent succeeds in this aim.54 Most EURAs commence with a preamble and define certain notions, before being structured in eight sections. With the exception of Norway's agreement with Ukraine, whose corresponding EURA comprises seven sections, all Norwegian agreements are in this respect made up of eight sections. Section I sets out the readmission obligations of the third contracting party and Section II does so in an identical manner for the European Union/Government of Norway.55 Section III describes the operational readmission procedure and sets time limits, application procedure and means of evidence, etc. Section IV deals with transit operations, Section V with the allocation of costs, and Section VI holds a non-affection clause along with a specific provision for data protection. Section VII of the Norwegian agreements with Serbia, Albania, Montenegro and Hong Kong differs -for obvious reasons -from Section VII of the corresponding EURAs in that the Norwegian agreement has two articles on 'Joint Expert Group' (or 'Expert Meetings' as in the case of Montenegro) and 'Implementing Provisions' , while the EURA has three articles: 'Joint Readmission Committee' , 'Implementing Protocols' and 'Relation to Bilateral Readmission Agreements or Arrangements of Member States' . An article on 'Territorial Application' which is inserted in the EURA's final provisions of Section VIII is also missing in the corresponding Norwegian agreements with Serbia, Albania, Montenegro and Russia. Neither the EURA nor the Norwegian agreement with Hong Kong appears to include a provision on 'Territorial Application' . In the case of Ukraine, which has one section less than most other readmission agreements, the EURA includes an article on 'Relation to Bilateral Readmission Agreements or Arrangements of Member States' in Section VI, and an article on 'Territorial Application' in Section VII, neither of which is found in the corresponding Norwegian agreement. Finally, there are annexes which contain common lists of documents that prove nationality or the fulfilment of the conditions for readmission, as well as a model document to launch the readmission application. In most cases, these annexes are not included in Norway's agreements, and neither are references to third-country nationals. The European Union's influence on Norway's readmission practice is perhaps most interestingly noted with respect to Norway's agreements with Tanzania and Kosovo, as well as its not-yet-in-force agreement with Kazakhstan. While no corresponding EURA exists for these three cases (and Norway was thus not explicitly encouraged to follow a certain form), it has chosen to follow the standard EURA structure in these agreements. Its agreement with Tanzania essentially follows its agreement with Ukraine (in turn based on the corresponding EURA), while the agreement with Kosovo follows the standard eight-section EURA. In all of these cases, it was Norwegian state officials who proposed the usage of the standard EURA.56 From their perspective, there are good reasons to follow the EURA structure; the EURA is seen as a 'safe' and 'reliable' agreement that has been meticulously drafted on the EU-level and is thus unlikely to contain any unexpected or unpleasant loopholes.57 Because the EURA is extensive in scope, Norwegian state officials also find the agreement attractive to bring to the negotiating table simply because it, as opposed to other less substantial readmission agreements, can be reduced during negotiations. It is well-known that it is decisively more difficult during negotiations to add, rather than to remove, clauses. In this sense, the EURA is unquestionably used by Norway as part of its negotiating strategy.
3.5
Non-EURA-Related Agreements Norway has also concluded readmission agreements with a number of countries that have not entered into corresponding agreements with the EU. While these agreements essentially fall outside the scope of this article, a few words must nevertheless be said. Croatia, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Sweden, Slovakia, and Switzerland are all part of, or will soon be part of, the Schengen cooperation.58 Nationals of Schengen In contrast to Norway's EURA-related agreements, which as mentioned earlier are comprehensive and relatively straightforward, several of Norway's other readmission agreements are purposely ambiguous. Although Norway's agreement with Iraq, for example, is not confidential, it has been deliberately withheld from all websites providing public access to Norwegian bilateral agreements and other legislation.61 Upon Iraqi request, the agreement has also been drafted in a manner that aims at downplaying, and ends up effectively concealing, the fact that it concerns the forced return of Iraqi nationals. This attempt to intentionally draft an ambiguous agreement is also evident in Norway's Ethiopian agreement, the draft proposal for which Ethiopia brought to the negotiating table. From the perspective of third states, this approach is understandable; readmission agreements mainly bring about negative consequences for concerned third states, and politicians who actively assist in the forced return of their country's nationals (i.e. promote these types of readmission agreements) may risk losing significant parts of their electorate. As one Norwegian state official points out, however, because these equivocal agreements do not clarify what was agreed during the readmission negotiations, they are often difficult to implement in practice.62 For the purposes of predictability and legal certainty, it would therefore appear preferable that Norway more persuasively advocated for the application of the standard EURA, as it has done 59 Interview in the cases of Tanzania, Kosovo and Kazakhstan. Doing so might also address some of the human rights concerns which have been raised with regard to a few of these agreements. The Ethiopian agreement has notably been criticized by Norwegian human rights organizations and the United Nations Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (UN OHCHR) alike for falling short on a number of core human rights standards.63
3.6
Conclusions As this section has shown, there are several ways in which important aspects of Norway's readmission strategy are developed in response to, and influenced by, the EU strategy on readmission. First, as part of a preventative strategic policy, Norway seeks to conclude readmission agreements with countries with which EURAs exist. With the exception of Georgia, all of Norway's agreements that were concluded with third states after the conclusion of a EURA essentially follow the structure and content laid out in the corresponding EURA. Second, through the many EU visa facilitation agreements that are paired with the EURAs, and in order to ensure harmony in the Schengen system, Norway is obligated to enter into visa facilitation agreements with these same states. Because it is usual in these situations to also negotiate readmission, the visa facilitation agreements form an indirect link between EU and Norwegian readmission agreements. Third, Norway attempts to use the EURA format as a basis for negotiations also with countries with which no EURAs exist. It has succeeded in doing so in its agreements with Tanzania, Kosovo and Kazakhstan.
Finally, despite the fact that EURAs are considered non-Schengen-relevant, and Norway is formally excluded from important decision-making processes, by participating in forums such as the EU Joint Readmission Committee, Norway also has a limited opportunity to influence EU readmission policy. and readmission, and continues with an examination of how Norway's readmission agreements relate to its external relations and development aid policies. Finally, it examines Norway's participation in the EU Global Approach to Migration and Mobility (GAMM).
4.2
Linking Readmission to Visa Facilitation Norway's early readmission agreements were explicitly linked to the lifting of visa requirements. As many other European states during the 1990s, Norway was concerned that the lifting of visa requirements might lead to an increase in unauthorized entry.64 Readmission agreements were therefore concluded in parallel as a compensating safeguard, or, as in the cases of the Czech Republic and Lithuania, readmission was incorporated into a clause in the visa facilitation agreement itself. Early on, the conclusion of readmission agreements with all countries in the Western Balkans, including Kosovo, proved to be a prerequisite for opening up for visa facilitation for these same countries.65
When negotiations on EU readmission agreements first commenced in 2001, however, the initial approach was to negotiate readmission agreements with third countries without offering anything in return. In order to convince third states to enter into readmission arrangements with the EU, it was nonetheless soon forced to develop a set of incentives.66 The link between visa facilitation and readmission was made for the first time with the Russian Federation and the Ukraine, where negotiations really only materialized once the EU had committed to negotiate visa facilitation agreements in parallel. Since then, visa facilitation has been a requisite for many third states in return for their cooperation when it comes to readmission agreements, and visa negotiations have been frequently combined from the very beginning of the readmission negotiations.67 By 2013, the EU had signed visa facilitation and readmission agreements with 11 countries: Albania, Armenia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Cape Verde, Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM), Georgia, the Republic of Moldova, Montenegro, Russia, Serbia and Ukraine.68 Today, Norway has once again strengthened the linkage between visa facilitation and readmission agreements.69 To ensure harmony in the Schengencooperation's visa policies, where the EU has entered into visa facilitation agreements with third states, Norway has essentially been under an obligation to negotiate similar bilateral agreements with these same states.70 Out of the 11 countries for which there exists both a EURA and a corresponding Norwegian agreement, as Table 2 shows, Norway has signed paired visa facilitation agreements with nine: Albania, Armenia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Montenegro, Republic of Macedonia, Moldova, Russia, Serbia, and Ukraine. Georgia is seemingly the only state with which Norway and the EU both have readmission agreements but where the EU also has a visa facilitation agreement and Norway does not.
4.3
Readmission and External Relations As previously indicated, readmission agreements and forced return mainly bring about negative consequences for concerned third countries.71 Unless they receive something worth more in return, these states seldom find it worth cooperating in readmission. To counter the difficulties faced by both Norway and the EU when negotiating readmission agreements, readmission has been increasingly incorporated into external relations and linked to development aid. Such agreements are also incorporated in broader bilateral cooperative frameworks which often include other strategic policy areas such as security, energy and trade.72 As we will see, however, the linking of readmission to external relations within both Norway and the EU is not unproblematic.73
Even though the Norwegian administration of immigration has frequently been transferred from one ministry to the other and is divided between several departments and directorates,74 the government has ever since the 1990s attempted to create greater cooperation between national authorities working with immigration issues and the MFA working with foreign aid and development. Norway's readmission agreements are today drafted in cooperation [its] aid and development policy to support work with returns and reintegration of persons without legal residence in Norway' , and explained that is has also earmarked resources to develop efforts which would make 'poor countries' more inclined to enter into readmission agreements with Norway.83 Together with the EU, Norway also participates in the Global Forum on Migration and Development (GFMD), where it is a member of the steering group and participates regularly in working groups and GFMD's annual conference.84
When it comes to implementing this policy in practice, however, there appears to be a prevailing idea amongst state officials that the policy has not led to any tangible results.85 Several informants claim that there is not a single This perceived gap between theory and practice has been ascribed by policymakers mainly to two factors. First, two very different mandates underpin, and create a certain tension between, the respective entities -the immigration authorities function with the aim of overcoming challenges in the national arena, while the focus of the MFA has largely been on the best interests of third states.90 According to certain state officials, the issue of forced return, and as such also readmission agreements, is seen as murky and to a great extent incompatible with the culture and spirit amongst many officials working with development aid.91 Linking readmission agreements to development aid is believed to undermine basic principles of development aid and poverty reduction.92 These officials describe a deeply rooted resistance to linking forced return with development aid, and a fear that development aid will become conditional upon the conclusion of readmission agreements. Making aid conditional upon the conclusion of readmission agreements appears nevertheless to be a welcome development amongst several state officials within the JD, who also point to the Netherlands as an example of good practice in this regard.93 A second, related, explanation is allegedly found in the Norwegian political landscape as it was prior to the general elections in the autumn of 2013, where one found a coalition government consisting of the Labour Party, Centre Party, and Socialists Left Party. 
4.4
Norway and the EU Global Approach to Migration and Mobility Norway also participates -albeit thus far to a limited extent -in various aspects of the EU's external migration policy. While there was initial scepticism about linking return and readmission to external relations also within the EU, it has ever since the mid-2000s systematically integrated its migration policy's external dimension in both external relations and development aid. 102 In 2011, the European Council even called for the EU readmission policy to be more embedded in the overall external relations policy of the EU.103 An important trend is currently to negotiate with individual countries of origin on the basis of an entire package of measures, including readmission agreements. 104 This policy finds expression in the Global Approach to Migration and Mobility (GAMM), which has been described as 'a comprehensive approach [combining] measures aimed at facilitating legal migration opportunities with those reducing illegal migration' .105 The Global Approach may be seen as the overarching framework for the EU external migration policy, complementary to the EU foreign policy and development cooperation. The EU readmission policy forms an integral part of the Global Approach. 106 Under the panoply of the Global Approach, the EU has developed several parallel models which all form an integral part of the Approach: mobility partnerships, cooperation platforms for migration and development, and Migration Information and Management Centers. While the mobility partnership, which arose from the EU-Africa meeting in Rabat in 2006, is the most formalized model of migration partnership, the cooperation platforms for migration and development are the least formal.107 Cooperation platforms are characterized by a structural dialogue between the partnership country and the EU in which efforts are made to both strengthen control over migrationincluding cooperation on readmission -and economic development. In February 2009, the EU and Ethiopia established a cooperation platform for migration and development, and Norway was soon invited to join this UK-led initiative.108 According to one informant, this invitation was extended to Norway after it had reached out to the European Commission and clearly expressed a will to participate in appropriate aspects of the GAMM. reason to hope for greater effects both in terms of migration control and the region's development.'110 However, its participation in the EU cooperation platforms does not entail any legally binding agreements. This informal nature is a core reason for why Norway could participate in this EU initiative, where the Schengen-cooperation was merely one small aspect embedded within a larger package containing mostly EU external relations.111 The informal nature of cooperation has not, however, hindered a Norwegian expectation that participation in such a platform may further the conclusion of more Norwegian readmission agreements.112 Furthermore, in stark contrast to the EU's mobility partnerships with countries such as Moldova, Georgia and Armenia, which are only tangentially important to Norwegian external relations and development aid, Ethiopia, and the Horn of Africa in general, is a clear priority in the work of both the MFA and the JD.113 Norway receives many asylum seekers from the Horn of Africa and the region is also important for Norwegian external relations and development aid. The MFA and the JD cooperate in defining Norway's contribution to the EU cooperation platforms. 114 The fact that readmission (and development aid) was not to be negotiated in a stand-alone fashion as explained earlier, but rather as one aspect of a larger strategy, must have appeared more preferable to the MFA. 115 Approximately 10 countries participated in the EU-Ethiopian cooperation platform, but it soon became clear that it was difficult for these to agree upon the strategy and the focus of the platform.116 Apart from differences in opinion amongst the EU-members, Ethiopia allegedly aggravated the cooperation by a series of what were perceived as willful misunderstandings about the nature and form of readmission to Ethiopia. When the platform fizzled out in 2010, despite attempts from Sweden to rescue it, Norway had only participated in two meetings. The catastrophe that one must admit the cooperation platform in Ethiopia turned out to be has nevertheless not discouraged Norway from aiming to participate in future cooperation initiatives. Recognizing that participating in EU cooperation partnerships brings forth a new dimension to Norway's cooperation with the EU, the Norwegian government has expressed agreements (EURA) exist. With the exception of Georgia, all of Norway's agreements that were concluded with third states after the conclusion of a EURA essentially follow the structure and content laid out in the corresponding EURA. Second, EU visa facilitation agreements that are paired with EURAs form an indirect link between EU and Norwegian readmission agreements. To ensure harmony in the Schengen system, Norway is obligated to enter into visa facilitation agreements with these same states. The negotiation of readmission agreements almost always follows the conclusion of such visa facilitation agreements. Third, Norway uses the EURA-format as a basis for negotiations even with countries where no EURA exists, such as in the cases of Tanzania and Kazakhstan.
This article also examined Norway's participation in the EU Global Approach on Migration and Mobility. It finds that although the integration of readmission agreements and development aid is a clear government policy, Norway's participation in initiatives such as GAMM is limited by the GAMM being only tangentially within the Schengen cooperation, and also by national political perceptions about linking readmission and development aid.
